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12.1.14.
ROTHER CORE STRATEGY/MATTER 2A/DERRICK COFFEE.

MATTER 2 A: 

‘Does the available evidence support the deletion of the proposed railway station at Glyne Gap?’
Campaign for Better Transport, East Sussex would say ‘No, it does not’. This is for the following reasons:
1. The deletion contradicts the policy aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as stated in paragraphs 32, 36, 41, 95. 

2. The deletion would also conflict with policies contained the East Sussex County Council Local Transport Plan 3, as noted in our objection already submitted.

3. Other policies that would be contradicted appear in our objection of 24th September, 2013.

The proposal to delete the above references to a new station flows from conclusions drawn from a report into the feasibility and business case for the station carried out by consultants Mott McDonald (MMD) for Rother District Council (RDC) in collaboration with the Transport Authority, East Sussex County Council (ESCC). As we have been campaigning for a station at this site since the early 1980s, and the station has appeared as an aspiration in policy documents for most of that time, we were shocked by the decision to delete the station.
An examination of the above (MMD) report suggested to us that a review would be fruitful, since it appeared that although useful, it ultimately expressed too narrow a view of the potential for a new station, misinterpreted some data, and fell short in its efforts to explore all options. It didn’t reach a ‘final destination’. 
Consequently we commissioned a review of that report which was carried out by a professional transport consultant - Jonathan Roberts of JRC consultancy. His conclusions support our objection to the deletion of references to a new station at Glyne Gap in any of RDC’s planning documents and ESCC’s Local Transport Plan, and strongly recommend its retention in the Core Strategy.

We believe that in respect of matter 2a, the proposed Core Strategy Modification is not sound on grounds of being ‘Positively Prepared’; ‘Justified’ and; ‘Effective and consistent with national policy’. 
Our understanding is that the report carried out by Mott McDonald, in recommending against provision of a new station at Glyne Gap, led directly to Rother District Council’s decision to delete the station from its Core Strategy. We believe that the review of the Mott McDonald report commissioned by Campaign for Better Transport, East Sussex, essentially identifies gaps and flaws in the work that Mott McDonald has carried out, while in another positive sense, carries it forward to where it should have ended up. It also demonstrates the need for the commissioning authority (RDC) to interrogate the findings of the report commissioned in order to identify the kinds of omission that JRC have identified. Among other matters - and in the light of the review we have procured - the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) calculated by MMD should now be re-assessed.  
Through the review of the MMD report, we believe that we have amplified, complemented and substantiated our original objections and justified our contention that retention of the station in the Core Strategy would represent a ‘sound’ decision. Below are the main justifications for our position reflected in the review by JRC consultancy:
Key Points of the Review of Glyne Gap Station Business Case
A report to Campaign for Better Transport’s East Sussex Branch by JRC Consultants.

2nd January, 2014.
The Review’s Primary Points and Conclusions:
a. We agree with MMD that a less-than-2 tph service imposing an additional stop for one in three through trains is likely to produce a poor benefit to disbenefit outcome for travellers, in a circumstance when the new station is forecast to have low passenger numbers. (Whether the station will have low passenger numbers might turn out to be wrong, that depends on future demand, but the standardized forecasting points that way.)

b. We do not agree with MMD that an hourly-or-so service with variable origins and destinations is all that is achievable.

c. Neither MMD nor the client appear to have explored seriously the scope for flexing the existing East Coastway service stops and timings and use of higher line speeds and new signalling, between Eastbourne and Bo-Peep Junction (St Leonards) that the current Network Rail investments may permit shortly. This is surprising, and most disappointing. The issues are discussed in JRC’s review of the MMD Stage 3 analysis.

d. We consider that MMD’s station design analysis is robust, and points to a low-cost station with 4-car platforms which permit Selective Door Operation. This is a feature of other local stations on East Coastway.

e. MMD defined a fairly high level of abstraction from Bexhill station’s existing ridership, for a new Glyne Gap station. JRC has identified two analytical areas where this may be excessive – in respect of an overlap catchment where Glyne Gap’s presence should stimulate additional travel (eg, see paras 93-96 bove); and in respect of some double-subtraction of abstraction (discussed in paras 97 – 100).

f. We respect the cautious basis for MMD’s 60 year demand and revenue forecasts, which are based on standardized methodology. However the scale of local changes in actual rail demand during the past 10 years, and some specific elements such as finally modelling London/non-London revenues by relying on data from from an entirely different rural station (Glynde), do not sit alongside the standardised approach.

g. Consequently we believe that higher growth levels in rail demand should be reconsidered.

h. There appear to be specific opportunities to define a commercially-based station proposal – potentially supported by funding sources such as LEP and local transport board funding – because the station revenues even on a limited user basis appear to start being positive in the early-mid 2020s.

The Review’s Conclusion - JRC Consultancy:
A Glyne Gap station cannot be justified on the modeling basis adopted by MMD. However there are good prospects that a local station can be justified in the new circumstances facing the East Coastway railway during the 2020s if not sooner.

The main factors leading to this conclusion are:

· MMDs exclusion of 2 TPH service modeling along the Eastbourne-Hastings railway even though there are current infrastructure investments which may permit this – and all the consequential modelling impacts of this decision.

· The visible and continuing latent growth in local rail demand, above and beyond the standardized national modelling techniques.

· Some specific local modelling factors to be addressed in any future analysis.

· The medium and long term strategic impacts of the new East Sussex Rail Strategy, and its downstream implications for East Coastway rail travel demand and future service patterns.

JRC accordingly considers that the current Rother Local Plan policy of including the prospect of a Glyne Gap station, should be retained for the next planning period.

Summary of main points in the review.

The JRC review notes that: (my headings; Report paragraph number given; ‘Primary Principle’ reference given (a – h)):
One criticism of the brief for the study:
19. g. JRC: ‘Where the brief (for the MMD study) might be considered too narrow, is that the client’s instructions are focused on a particular new station, though much of the preceding contextual work was predicated on a package of investment including other potential stations and better local rail services – eg the Bexhill to Ore Metro. Consequently this could denude the station of other potential passenger volume, where all together might secure a better business case rather than a single piece of infrastructure in isolation – potentially a case of all stand together or fall separately?’

Strengths of MMD study acknowledged
22. JRC: ‘The scale of Mott’s studies is extensive, and shows the care in how the reports’ arguments lead from one element to another. Taken as a whole this is an impressive range of casework. 
Infrastructure changes not taken into account:

48. b.c. g.JRC: ‘…there was no allowance for resignalling and consequential changes to possible train headways on the lines along with different top linespeeds, although this work was underway. MMD did not find out what was planned……So, although change in many ways represented the future of this railway, the project validation process was going to rely on the existing disposition of resources. This is counter intuitive! It was these assumptions which limited the possible range of service options and permutations at Glyne Gap.’ 

125. b.c. g. In addition -  JRC: ‘…failing to review the  the operational ability to flex the new infrastructure (track and signaling) to see if a 2 trains per hour (tph) service would be feasible’ has ‘…undermined the basic revenue estimates.’

Higher rates of growth follow service improvements, London examples with local implications
78.b. f.g. JRC ‘Higher rates of growth are forecast on the West, North and East London Line, also ex-Silverlink. There, demand is expected to rise 3-4 times from 2011 – 2031. While this is also the effect of a growing capital city, the perceived worth of a walk-on service is clearly very high, and the worth of one which is well marketed and has easy-to-use, trusted click-in/out ticket schemes is greater still. This has implications for the wider East Coastway corridor….an increasingly popular railway.’

Walk on service possibilities for East Coastway?

192. b.c. f. g. JRC comments: ‘A ‘walk on’ Metro service remains ambitious though possible if the overall strategic case (presented in ESCC rail strategy) is considered valid. Alternatively a tightly- specified stopping pattern for through trains which transform within the Coastway route from a through to local service (such as a London – Eastbourne – Hastings train which performs a local service function east of Polegate), could attract useful levels of local patronage without the time disbenefits to inter-urban passengers of a Glyne Gap stop because there would be more inter-urban trains performing that role. Glyne Gap can then be judged more precisely on the localised gains and impacts of such a station. (JRC emphasis)
Errors in passenger demand forecasting

94.b. e. f. g. On the question of ‘abstraction’ of passengers from Bexhill station to Glyne Gap, no allowance is made for those new to rail travel, ‘stimulated to use a rail service more often –ie, become more rail minded for their travel because in total there is a better rail offer (and more so if there were a better service), yet no allowance is made for that in Glyne Gap’s favour.’ JRC.
Overcautious estimates of passenger numbers at a Glyne Gap station

126; f. h. JRC found that ‘…on an absolute minimal growth of 0.5% per annum from attributable factors, and applying the initial revenue estimates defined in MMD Stage 4, the cumulative Present Value of net revenue would be roundly £11m – and this is just for boarding journeys, not for return travel.’ MMD calculated £6.46m.
130. ?f. JRC questions whether MMD had allowed for return travel in its PV and Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) estimates. It has done so in its revenue estimates.

High rates of growth at local stations

132. f. g. h. JRC: ‘Rates of rail usage growth at Bexhill and Collington have been higher still (than East Coastway and Marshlink); Bexhill +102% all journeys, +181% season ticket travel; Collington + 96% all journeys, +112% season ticket travel’. ‘Campaign for Better Transport - East Sussex counted in November 2013 the usage of Ore station over two typical working days and reported 834 entries and exits’ . The accompanying table rounded down by JRC to be cautious, gives an annualized figure of 210,000 entries/exits as against 112,458 for the previous latest figure (2011/12.) Sussex Coast College (Ore) is now a major travel destination. The notional effect of Marks and Spencer’s new Ravenside store on passenger trip generation at a new station would be of relevance and interest.
142. b.g.h. Any additional services, avoiding the time disbenefits through stopping one in three trains at the new station, would be generating over £250,000 a year in current prices, even on MMD’s constrained forecasts.
Terrain would encourage local usage: station as driver for high quality access  and sustainable modes.
180. g. Given the pedestrian/cycle friendly gradients between Pebsham and the site of a new station and the noted (by JRC) criticism that the roads and paths are not aligned to support it, a new station might merit improvements to such access. This is normal practice in cases of new stations. JRC notes also that as part of a wider package of quality improvements to public transport, it can count for rather more, and assist a user’s choice towards walking, cycling, buses and trains, rather than car use. So synergies are possible and likely with wider benefits including those to non-users.
Further comments on incentivising usage

194. f. g. JRC ‘It is notable at Glyne Gap that the potentially largest sources of passenger volume are currently furthest from the railway station (site) – and with an hourly service will not easily be attracted to use the station. A combination of higher frequency plus marketing (an Oyster-like offer), and targeted destinations, including London and Brighton, could make the required difference to validate new stations not just at Glyne Gap but also Stone Cross and St Leonards Marina.
We hope that this submission will positively contribute to the body of knowledge essential to a determination of the matter in hand to the best advantage to present and future communities and their quality of life.
Yours Sincerely,

Derrick Coffee (County Officer, Campaign for Better Transport, East Sussex.)
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